The concept of "contributorship", related but different from "authorship", aroused at the end of the Nineties, and originated form a discussion between the Editors in Chief of the most important biomedical journals: Richard Smith, BMJ, Drummond Rennie, JAMA, and Richard Horton, The Lancet. They suggested that the concept of authorship in science should be replaced by something different: contributors and guarantors, where contributors should be fully responsible for their contribution, and at least one person, the so-called "guarantor", needs to accept accountability for the whole work [2] [3] [4] . While contributorship and guarantorship policies may remove much of the ambiguity surrounding contributions, they leave unresolved the question of the quantity and quality of contribution that qualify for authorship. The question is, what should be the limit on the number of authors to be put in any article? In recent years, an increase in the number of co-authors listed in each article has been observed. The causes can be various, starting from the virtually unlimited availability of space on the internet. From the author's point of view, it seems to be entirely his/her prerogative to decide how many are to be given authorship credits for a given article [5] . As some authors noted, «Given the increasingly acceptable idea of transparency in public life, we do not see why an article cannot have hundreds of authors, each with their contribution statements and conflicts of interest published as part of an article. The aim should be to accurately and fully convey who deserves credit and why, and who has responsibility for the integrity of the work» [6] . But, as Prof. Manfredi noticed in his letter, this trend can lead to odd situations, such as more than 200 authors listed in a trial enrolling 541 patients: in such cases, one is allowed to doubt that all the researchers listed as authors really gave a fundamental contribution to the study. That's why also biomedical journals are concerned about the increasing number of co-authors, because it can decrease their credibility. On another side, with increased emphasis on evidence-based practice, journals are under raising pressure to publish larger, often multicenter trials. And, as Prof. Manfredi highlighted, the proliferation of authors and co-authors arises especially for this kind of studies, conducted by large groups. For example, multicenter and "study group" trials appear to account for a significant proportion of the increase in authorship in the New England Journal of Medicine. Because of the changes in research methods and the increasing division of labour and multi-institutional projects, in recent years also authorship changed. Anyway, it is not clear whether the increase in the number of authors can be attributed to an increase in the number of scientists being active in research or whether the inclusion of senior scientists as authors is due to the laboratory hierarchy (a sort of "gifted authorship"). Or simply because the famous paradigm "publish or perish" is still true in the scientific community and the pressure on academic physicians to publish articles is increasing: an academic physician's record of publications is an important factor in decision making regarding retention as a faculty member and promotion to higher levels of professorship. Also in the case of multicenter studies, ICMJE recommends what follows: «When a large, multicenter group has conducted the work, the group should identify the individuals who accept direct responsibility for the manuscript. These individuals should fully meet the criteria for authorship/contributorship defined above, and editors will ask these individuals to complete journal-specific author and conflict-of-interest disclosure forms. When submitting a manuscript authored by a group, the corresponding author should clearly indicate the preferred citation and identify all individual authors as well as the group name. Journals generally list other members of the group in the Acknowledgments. The NLM indexes the group name and the names of individuals the group has identified as being directly responsible for the manuscript; it also lists the names of collaborators if they are listed in Acknowledgments». From this statement we can derive some considerations. First of all, even if in multicenter trials authorship is attributed to a group of researchers, being part of the group, of the Department or the Institution does not allow the inclusion among the authors of the article. All researchers who provided purely tech-nical help, writing assistance, or a department chairperson who provided only general support, might be acknowledged in the adequate section. Secondarily, the group should jointly make decisions about contributors/authors before submitting the manuscript for publication. Journals have certainly an important role. As journal editors we are requested to develop and implement a contributorship policy, as well as a policy on identifying who is responsible for the integrity of the work as a whole. We are asked to ask corresponding authors to declare whether they had assistance with study design, data collection, data analysis, or manuscript preparation. But of course, even if you ask all authors to list their contributions, there's nothing to stop them lying. And, as the ICMJE guidelines specifically state, «It is not the role of editors to make authorship/contributorship decisions or to arbitrate conflicts related to authorship». Our engagement at RHC editorial office is to select out papers that are authoritative, innovative, and often important to the advancement of medicine to become the foundation for further research and the basis of day-to-day medical practices and to inform a variety of medical, social, economic, and political subjects. To try to avoid the uncontrolled proliferation of authors and co-authors, in our Journal we have decided to fix a maximum of 10 authors for each article. Authors who would like to list more than ten contributors should explain exhaustively the reasons for this choice. This action is certainly insufficient to completely avoid the risk of misconduct related to authorship, but we think can represent a first step in facing this problem and in defining some rules. Besides, we hope it could be useful to increase the awareness of this problem among all the professionals pontentially involved: editors, publishers, and writers.
